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1	Introduction
In this paper, we provide views on the Rel-18 discussion impacting the NG-RAN architecture.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
2.1	Inter-gNB coordination
The Rel-18 proposals related to the enhancements requiring the Inter-gNB coordination implies impacts on the network architecture. 

While other working groups e.g. RAN1 need to evaluate radio interface related aspects and achievable gains of proposals, considering the latency of non-ideal backhaul, we would like to highlight the following NG-RAN related aspects:

Any functionality which involves direct coordination between gNB-DUs bypassing the respective gNB-CUs, regardless of the claimed benefit, requires a major redesign of the NG-RAN split architecture and
hierarchy as specified since Rel-15. It is our firm belief that there is no scope for such an activity in 5G
standardization. For Rel-18 we will only support discussing features which do not have any impact to the
NG-RAN architecture.

2.2	The concept of resiliency for the gNB-CU
Considering the current specifications, there are provisions for gNB-CU resiliency in NG-RAN architecture (TS 38.401): For resiliency, a gNB-DU and/or a gNB-CU-UP may be connected to multiple gNB-CU-CPs by appropriate implementation. Therefore, since Rel-15 the standard already supports and ”embraces” a suitable implementation that is able to provide resiliency within the split gNB architecture.
Furthermore (and more importantly), already by Rel-15 NG-RAN has been specified with virtualization in mind following the broad consensus in the industry, including operators. This means that the concept of network node resiliency is not the same as in past RATs. A logical node today (and especially the gNB-CU) is typically realized as a software instance in a server farm. Proper leveraging of virtualization techniques enables to minimize or even eliminate network disturbances due to the failure of a virtualized logical node. For this reason, we have some difficulties relating to the gNB-CU resiliency use case as presented. 

During the Rel-18-preparation discussions, parallels have been drawn between resilience mechanisms defined in the 5GC and possible similar standardization work in NG-RAN. However, the fundamental difference is that AMF resiliency (as currently supported in the standard) is achieved by switching over to a back-up AMF, and not through simultaneous “live” connections to multiple nodes as has been proposed for the gNB-CU. AMFs handle UE contexts (only) so it is quite straightforward to change the AMF that is serving a UE (an operator once mentioned the requirement of being able to quickly move the CN entity handling a UE context from one part of the country to another at the touch of a button). A CU-CP cannot be subject to the same type of requirement because that is not the only function it provides: among other things, a CU-CP also handles DUs, playing a prominent role in mobility and RRM. These functions cannot be distributed in the same way as the processing of UE contexts.
3	Conclusion
We have discussed potential architectural impacts for Rel-18 proposals concerning inter-gNB coordination and gNB-CU resilience. We strongly advise to define Rel-18 work items only within the scope of current NG-RAN architecture.
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